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Claims 5-10 are objected to under 37 CFR L75(c) as being in improper form because a 
multiple dependent claim cannot depend from other multiple dependent claims. See MPEP 
§ 608.01(n). Accordingly, the claims 5-10 not been further treated on the merits. The status of 
claims 5-10 shall be that of objected to, and not examined. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

1: In line 1, the phrase 'the relevance of the document" lacks antecedent basis. In 
lines 4-5, the phrase "the basis of a known semantic neighborhood" lacks antecedent basis. In 
line 1 1-12, the phrase "related to different meanings" is indefinite since it clear what relations are 
implied. 

Claim 2: In lines 3-4, the phrase "the presence of the concept" lacks antecedent basis. In 
lines 4-5, then phrase "the semantic neighborhood" lacks antecedent basis. This same term is 
also indefinite, since it is not clear what constitutes a "semantic neighborhood". 

Claim 3-4: The phrase "semantic clouds" is indefinite and highly ambiguous. 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is non- 
statutory. 
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Claim 1: Claim is addressed to a method of calculating a relevance function and a result 
of an ambiguity function. These calculations are nothing more than mathematical calculation 
without any practical application. The result is merely the manipulation of abstract mathematical 
concepts to produce a result that it not applied to anything. Accordingly, the claimed invention is 
non-statutory. 

Claim 2-4: See remarks for claiml. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-4 are, as best as can be understood, rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Chaudhuri et al. (U.S. Patent 7,251,648). 

Claim 1: The "semantic neighborhood" is a database (col. 6, line 6). The database 
includes documents, such as records of homes for sale (col. 6, line 18). Each record of a home 
for sale is considered a document. 

The system of Chaudhuri et al. calculates a relevance function (formula for "R" at col. 
18, lines 35-40). This formula is considered a relevance function since multiple variables within 
the formula pertain to determined relevance (col. 18, lines 41-42 and lines 46-48). The formula 
calculates the relevance of records in a ranked list of records to a search query. 

The system of Chaudhuri et al. further calculates an ambiguity function (col. 8, lines 30- 
35). This formula is considered an ambiguity function since it meets the claimed requirements of 
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being different from the relevance function and provides a numerical estimation related to 
different terms within the documents/records. 

Claim 2: The relevance function illustrated at col. 18, lines 35-40 determines the 
relevance of records in a ranked Hst of resuhs from a search query. Accordingly, it determines 
the relevance of concepts (the search query is request for information on a concept) to the 
semantic neighborhood of documents (the database of records). For example, if the "concept" 
being searched is a house having four bedrooms (col. 6, line 9), the relevance function will 
determine the relevance of the documents found from the database which include that concept. 

Claim 3: The "semantic neighborhood" is the database of records. The "semantic cloud" 
is any subset of those records, such as a tuple (an individual record) or tuples (groups of records). 
. The ambiguity function determines the similarity between the tuples (record or records) and the 
concept (the information concept being searched) (col. 8, line 38). 

Claim 4: Col. 8, lines 1-11 describe various weighting coefficients. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Sam Rimell at 
telephone number (571) 272-4084. 

Sam Rimell 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2164 




